human post-editing" is seriously flawed. As a matter of record, it has been demonstrated, for several MT systems, that cost-effectiveness has been achieved even though a significant amount of post-editing is performed. More astounding, the discussant casually assumes that one should expect MT systems to be usable with " . . . no human post-editing", all the while agreeing that "everyone with some experience in translation knows" that "it is not unusual for [translation] products to be revised many times." This is the standard trap that I worked so diligently to point out in my paper: where organizations employe post-editing [of human translations] now, they will continue to employe it [for machine translations] in the future. In other words, a second opinion will be rendered, in consonance with standard translation practice today. Why should things be otherwise, in principle or in practice?
In closing, I note the discussant's twice-stated claim that "MT . . . should pay more attention to its linguistic premises." He is apparently unfamiliar with the literature regarding recent MT systems, so I refer him to the other papers in issues 1 through 3 of Volume 11 of this journal. The point is, modern MT development projects most assuredly are attending to linguistic premises. It is sad, but true, that these are inadequate, as anyone attempting linguistic applications knows. We all look forward to testing newer and better theories.
All to often, "theories" as stated are not testable -or, if testable, are falsified -so we all eagerly await the maturation of linguistics as a science. Perhaps the discussant will join us in contributing to this process, whether as a theoretician or an experimentalist.
